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Forum Juridicum
LIABILITY OF AN OWNER TO THIRD PERSONS
INJURED BY STRUCTURAL DEFECTS*
James D. Davis**
It has been suggested that the liability of a lessor-owner to
third person injured on leased premises is absolute.' It is the
purpose of this article to consider whether this proposition is
true in the light of jurisprudential development of Article 2322
by Louisiana courts. Article 2322 of the Civil Code of 1870 pro-
vides:
"The owner of a building is answerable for the damage oc-
casioned by its ruin, when this is caused by neglect to repair
it, or when it is the result of a vice in its original construc-
tion."
The article is a literal translation of Article 13862 of the
French Civil Code. The French apply Article 1386 exclusively to
situations where neighbors or passersby are injured outside a
building by a fall or collapse of some part of the building.3 If ar-
ticle 1386 is applicable, liability appears to be absolute. 4 Quite
early, it was held that Article 2322 applied to situations where a
person within a building was injured by a defect of the building,
because Article 670 specifically applies to situations covered by
the French article., At present, it is clear that Article 2322 and
Article 670 are construed in pari materia so that both apply
where persons outside a building are injured by a fall or collapse
* Editor's note: This paper was delivered at a seminar at the Law School
some time ago, and only recently considered and revised for publication, to make
it available for possible reprint in a collection of tort articles of enduring value.
** Member, Alexandria Bar.
1. Malatesta v. Lowry, 130 So.2d 785, 786 (La. App. 4th Cir. 1961) : "The
jurisprudence teems with cases holding that a landlord is bound to know whether
his building is safe for the purposes for which he rents or authorizes its use or is
defective, rotten, or otherwise unsafe. . . ." Green v. Southern Furniture Co., 94
So.2d 508 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1957) ; Comments, 20 LA. L. REv. 76 (1959), 7 LA.
L. REV. 406 (1946), 16 TuL. L. REV. 448 (1942), 4 TUL. L. REV. 611 (1929).
Article 2322 has no application where some foreign substance causes injury to
plaintiff. See Hayes v. Maison Blanche Co., 30 So.2d 225 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1947).
2. The only difference in the two articles is the addition of the word "original"
immediately preceding "construction" in Article 2322. LA. CIV. CODE art. 2322.
The word "original" has no counterpart in French text.
3. LARO BIERE, THEORIE ET PRATIQUE DES OBLIGATIONS 794, 795 (1857). See 2
PLANIOL, CIVIL LAW TREATISE no. 925 (La. St. L. Inst. transl. 1959).
4. R. POUND, AN INTRODUCTION TO THE PHILOSOPHY OF LAW 162, 163 (1922).
See 2 PLANIOL, CIVIL LAW TREATISE no. 924 (La. St. L. Inst. transl. 1959).
5. Cristadoro v. Von Behren's Heirs, 119 La. 1025, 44 So. 852 (1907).
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of some part of the building. 6 Article 2322 alone applies to situa-
tions where one inside a building is injured by a defect of the
building.
7
From the terms of Article 2322 it does not appear that abso-
lute liability is imposed upon the owner of a building. The article
provides that the owner is liable for the damage caused by the
ruins of his building when it is "caused by neglect to repair it."
The basis of liability, therefore, seems to be the neglect of the
owner. "Neglect" or "negligence" is generally taken to mean a
deviation below that standard of conduct of the reasonably pru-
dent or careful man.8 Moreover, Article 2322 in Title V of the
Civil Code deals with "Offenses and Quasi Offenses" and follows
Article 2315, the general negligence article. Therefore, it would
appear that Article 2322 was meant to be no more than a specifi-
cation of Article 2315 dealing with the obligation ex delicto of
the owners of buildings.9
THE EARLY DEVELOPMENT OF THE LIABILITY OF A LESSOR-OWNER
It appears that Article 2322 has been molded to a large extent
by its application to situations where a person who is not a lessee
is injured by a defect of a leased building. Unlike the common
law, the lessor of a building in Louisiana owes an obligation of
warranty to his lessee by virtue of Article 2693 to "deliver the
thing in good condition, and free from any repairs. ' '1° Article
2695 further provides that the lessor "guarantees the lessee
6. Daroca v. Metropolitan Life Ins. Co., 121 F.2d 917 (5th Cir. 1941), cert.
denied, 314 U.S. 700 (1942) ; Howe v. City of New Orleans, 12 La. Ann. 481
(1857) ; Green v. Southern Furniture Co., 94 So.2d 508 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1957).
7. E.g., Lasyone v. Zenoria Lumber Co., 163 La. 185, 111 So. 670 (1927)
Dunn v. Tedesco, 158 La. 679, 105 So. 264 (1925) ; Davis v. Hochfelder, 153 La.
183, 95 So. 598 (1923) ; Breen v. Walters, 150 La. 578, 91 So. 50 (1922).
8. W. PROSSER, HANDBOOK OF THE LAW OF TORTS (2d ed. 1955).
9. Schoppel v. Daly, 112 La. 201, 36 So. 322 (1904) (recovery allowed solely
on the basis of Article 2316) ; Cristadoro v. Von Behren's Heirs, 119 La. 1025, 44
So. 852 (1907) (Article 2322 explained as more than an application of the prin-
ciple that "every person is responsible for the damages he occasions, not merely by
his act, but by his negligence, his imprudence, or his want of skill") ; Ciaccio v.
Carbajal, 142 La. 125, 76 So. 583 (1917) (Article 2322 held to 'be the means by
which the court finds a duty is owed to a third person). See Howe v. City of New
Orleans, 12 La. Ann. 481, 483 (1857) (neglect to repair visible defect caused by
fire held to be a breach of defendant's duty announced by Article 2322) ; Barnes
v. Beirne, 38 La. 280, 282 (1886) (discoverability of defect discussed in consider-
ing owner's duty). From the facts of the last two cited cases, it was apparent that
there had been a "subsequent neglect to repair" as well as a vice of construction.
The court simply held that lack of knowledge on the part of the owner of the defect
was no defense. By this tact it appears the court is imposing a duty on the owner
to make a reasonable inspection of his building. In neither of the cases was there
reference to the fact that under tarUtile the French hold owners )bsolutelv
10. At common law social guests and persons on the premises only by consent
of the owner or occupier are deemed licensees to whom the owner or occupier owes
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against all the vices and defects of the thing, which may prevent
its being used even in case it should appear he knew nothing of
the existence of such vices and defects." By virtue of these arti-
cles the lessor is a guarantor of the safety of his tenant.": The
duty of the lessor arises by virtue of the lease contract and is
owed only to the lessee. Thus Louisana courts were faced with
the anomalous situation of absolute liability owed to the lessee
but no duty at all owed to a wife or child of the lessee. Early
cases show that the courts seemed to be engaged in a search for
a theory which would give rise to a duty on the lessor to persons
injured on leased premises who were not parties to the lease. The
common law was not helpful, for the lessor at common law owes
his lessee only the duty to warn of dangerous conditions of which
the lessor has knowledge. Further the landlord owes no duty to
third persons injured on the premises. The third person must
look to the occupier of the premises for indemnification of his
injury.12 Accordingly, because there was no applicable theory at
common law, Louisiana courts turned to articles of the Civil
Code in search of the lessor-owner's duty.
In McConnell v. Lemley, 13 the court held that Article 2322 ap-
plied only to neighbors and passersby and denied recovery to a
guest of a tenant who was injured when a balcony collapsed.
However, in Schoppel v. Daly 4 the court applied Article 23161 to
almost the same set of facts. In the Schoppel case,1 6 plaintiff was
the wife of the lessee and was injured when the floor of the
apartment collapsed with her. The court allowed recovery solely
on the basis of Article 2316:
no duty to warn of unknown dangerous conditions. RESTATEMENT (SECOND) OF
TORTS § 342 (1955).
However, under Article 2695 the owner was under a duty to maintain the
premises "against all vices and defects of the thing, which may prevent its being
used even in case it should appear he knew nothing of the existence of such vices
• (Emphasis added.)
11. But see Comment, 7 LA. L. REV. 406, 407 (1947), wherein the writer
suggests that it was not intended for the lessee to recover for personal injuries on
the basis of the lease articles.
12. W. PROSSER, HANDBOOK OF THE LAW OF TORTS (2d ed. 1955).
13. 48 La. Ann. 1433, 20 So. 887 (1896). In dicta the court states that Article
2322 applied only to situations where a person was injured outside a building.
This point was overruled in Cristadoro v. Von Behren's Heirs, 119 La. 1025, 1031,
44 So. 852, 854 (1907) : "It is to be noted, moreover, that what was thus said in
the Lemly Case, about the responsibility of the owner not extending to a guest of
the lessee was really in the nature of an obiter. . . .The real ground of the de-
cision was, not that the owner, though not at fault, was not responsible, but that
upon the evidence he was not in fault."
14. 112 La. 201, 36 So. 322 (1904).
15. LA. CIV. CODE art. 2316: "Every person is responsible for the damage he
occasions not merely by his act, but by his negligence, his imprudence, or his want
of skill."
16. 112 La. 201, 212, 36 So. 322 (1904).
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"We do not accede to the proposition that the liability of the
owners of buildings for injuries resulting from their defec-
tive condition is limited to neighbors and passersby upon the
street; that it does extend to persons who may be lawfully
within the same." (Emphasis added.)1 7
In Cristadoro v. Von Behren's Heirs,8 the holding of the
McConnell case, that Article 2322 did not apply to persons with-
in a building who were injured by a defect of the building, was
overruled. 9 The court left little doubt that the liability provided
in Article 2322 was negligence:
".. . This provision of the Code being nothing more than an
application of the principle that 'every person is responsible
for the damage he occasions, not merely by his act, but by
his negligence, his imprudence, or his want of skill'." (Em-
phasis added.) 20
The holding of the Cristadoro case was extended in Ciaccio v.
Carbajal.21 The court held that the duty of the lessor-owner ex-
tends to any third person lawfully on the premises.
22
THE TREND TOWARD ABSOLUTE LIABILITY
On the basis of these early cases, it seems that the lessor-
owner owed a duty of due care based on negligence theory to
third persons lawfully on the premises. How, then, has the liabil-
ity on a lessor-owner to a third person changed into absolute
liability?
As mentioned earlier, the lessor guarantees the physical safe-
ty of his lessee by virtue the lease articles - specifically Article
2693 and Article 2695.23 Since the lessor was already under an ab-
17. Id. at 212, 36 So. at 325.
18. 119 La. 1025, 44 So. 852 (1907).
19. Id. at 1027, 44 So. at 853.
20. Id.
21. 142 La. 125, 76 So. 583 (1917).
22. Ciaccio v. Carbajal, 142 La. 125, 128, 76 So. 583, 584 (1917) : "We know
of no provision of law making an exception to said articles 2315 and 2322 by
which their scope should be limited so as not to include the members of a lessee's
family or the guests or other persons on the leased premises by invitation of the
lessee. As 'to a person other than the wife the scope of the article was so extended
in Cristadora v. Von Behren, 119 La. 1025, 44 So. 852 .. "
As to why Article 2322 should apply within the building and not just to
persons injured outside it was said, id. at 129, 76 So. at 584: . . .if article 2322
were thus restricted to 'neighbors and passengers' it would be made simply to re-
peat what had already been said in a previous article of the Code, and thus would
be robbed of all utility. It would be made to say something it has not said, and
which had already 'been said in express terms in a previous article." The court
quoted Article 670 and the Cristadora statement that Article 2322 is nothing
more than an application of the principle stated in Article 2316.
23. See note 10 supra and accompanying text.
19691
LOUISIANA LAW REVIEW
solute liability to his lessee to keep the leased premises in repair,
there was little reason not to extend his liability to third persons
on the premises. No greater duty in regard to repair of
the premises is imposed upon the lessor by allowing third persons
to recover for their injury. Further, the court would be faced
with applying a different standard of care according to the
identity of the person injured. If the husband, who is usually the
lessee, was injured there would be a recovery while his wife or
children who run greater risk of being injured by a defect of the
premises because they are at home for a longer period of time,
would not. Under Article 2322 it was unnecessary for the owner
of a building to have knowledge of the defect causing injury. In
Barnes v. Beirne,24 the defendant owner contended that he should
not be liable to the plaintiff who was injured by a cornice which
fell from the building because the defect was not apparent and
because he had no knowledge of it. The court, finding that the
defect could have been detected, cited Article 2322 and held:
"The law does not direct that any notice be given, or that
any actual knowledge be shown, as a condition precedent for
recovery.
'25
Consequently, it appears that the duty of an owner of a build-
ing to a third person under Article 2322 was somewhat higher
than that of ordinary care required at common law and under
Article 2315. At common law the lessor-owner need only show
that the building was defective, that the defect caused his injury,
and the amount of his damages to make out a prima facie case.2 6
In Hanover v. Brady,27 the court made this clear:
"Although the liability of the house owner to a licensee or
passerby is made to depend upon negligence, the mere fact
that the building is defective is itself proof of that negligence,
and this, whether the defect is apparent and easily discover-
able, or is such as would not be noticed except upon careful
inspection." (Emphasis added.) 2
Allowing the existence of a defect to itself prove breach of
the lessor-owner's duty to third persons has blurred the distinc-
tion between the absolute liability of the lessor-owner to his
24. 38 La. Ann. 280 (1886).
25. Id. at 282.
26. Green v. Southern Furniture Co., 94 So.2d 508 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1957)
Staes v. Terranova, 4 So.2d 454 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1941); Hanover v. Brady,
148 So. 267 (La. App. lst Cir. 1933).
27. 148 So. 267 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1933).
28. Id. at 268.
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lessee which stems from the lease articles and the liability of the
lessor-owner to third persons which stems from Article 2322.
The result has been that the courts use language which ap-
proaches absolute liability:
"It is true that the jurisprudence of this state has broadened
the language of Article 670 and 2322 of the Code to such an
extent that the owner of a building practically insures any
third persons, rightfully on the premises, against injury
caused by vices or defects of the building due either to con-
struction or failure to make repairs. And this is so even
though the property is in possession of a tenant and the
owner is not acquainted with the fact that some of the ap-
purtenances of the building are in need of repair.
29
To determine why the Louisiana courts have used absolute lia-
bility terms in Article 2322 cases, it is interesting to note that in
most of these cases the defect which causes injury is due to decay
and dilapidation of the premises.3 0 In such cases, proof that
steps, floors, or bannisters were rotten and broke under the
weight of the plaintiff itself gives rise to the inference that the
dangerous condition existed for some time, and the further infer-
ence that a reasonable, prudent man should have known of it and
taken steps to repair. It is submitted, therefore, that application
of a quasi-form of res ipsa loquitor to situations where the plain-
tiff was injured because of a decayed condition would allow re-
covery without resort to the use of absolute liability language as
the Louisiana courts have done.
LIMITATION ON THE LIABILITY OF THE LESSOR-OWNER
Despite the usage of such absolute liability language, the
Louisiana courts have developed several limitations on such lia-
bility. Under Article 2322, the owner is liable only "for the dam-
age occasioned by its ruin" because of his negligence. Ruin has
generally been held to mean a defect arising from the decay of
the building. The French construe the word to mean a fall or col-
lapse of some part of the building.31 The same definition of ruin
obtained in early Louisiana cases. In Frank v. Suthon,32 the court
surveyed the existing jurisprudence and held ruin to mean "di-
lapidated condition." 3  Ruin was defined as the collapse, fall or
29. Tesoro v. Abate, 173 So. 196, 202 (La. App. lst Cir. 1937).
30. 9 LA. CIV. CODE ANN. art. 2322, nn.6-9, 34, 38 (West 1952).
31. 2 PLANIOL, CIVIL LAW TREATISE no. 925 (La. St. L. Inst. transI. 1959).
32. 159 F. 174 (D.C. La. 1908).
33. Id. at 182.
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giving way of the whole or some part of the building, in court
seemingly considering collapse or fall to be synonymous with
"dilapidated condition."
In many cases where the defect did not arise because of decay
the court has held that the defect was not within the definition
of ruin.3 4 In Guidry v. Hamlin,35 the defect which caused injury
was the lack of pickets in a bannister on a balcony through which
plaintiff's seventeen-month-old daughter fell to the courtyard be-
low. The court found for the defendant lessor-owner:
"We conclude that, if there is any liability here, it is not un-
der Article 2322 or under Article 670 since no part of the
building broke, gave way, or was destroyed, and since the
only complaint which appears is based on defective design
and not on collapse due to defect in original construction. ' "6
No application of Article 2315 was made, apparently on the
theory that non-application of Article 2322 and Article 670 pre-
cluded recovery for the plaintiff. The same result in the Guidry
case can be reached on the negligence theory. Since the obligation
of the lessor-owner is to provide premises free from structural
defects it would appear that there is no duty owed persons on the
premises for defects due to design. Thus, the lessor-owner would
not be negligent, for he has breached no duty owed the plaintiff.
In another series of cases the lessor-owner's liability is limit-
ed by the requirement that the defect in the premises be "action-
able." To be actionable the defect must be such as would likely
cause injury to the normal prudent person.37 Accordingly, where
a plaintiff tripped and fell because one board in the floor was
1/8 inch higher than the other boards the defect was not held an
"actionable defect '38 and recovery was denied. Determination
that a defect in premises is not an "actionable defect" appears to
be another way of saying that the defendant lessor-owner is not
negligent because there is no breach of duty by the lessor-owner.
Another means of escape from liability for minor defects is
provided by Article 2716,39 which enumerates certain minor re-
34. Dunn v. Tedesco, 93 So.2d 339 (La. App. Orl. Cir. 1957), affirmed, 235
La. 679, 105 So.2d 264 (1957) ; Gilliam v. Lumbermans Mut. Cas. Co., 240 La.
697, 124 So.2d 913 (1961) ; Lasyone v. Zenoria Lumber Co., 163 La. 185, 111 So.
670 (1927); Davis v. Hochfelder, 153 La. 183, 95 So. 598 (1923); Gaida v.
Hourgettes, 67 So.2d 737 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1954).
35. 188 So. 662 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1939).
36. Id. at 664.
37. E.g., Chaix v. Viau, 15 So.2d 662 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1943).
38. Id.; Potter v. Soady Building Co., 144 So. 183 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1932).
39. LA. CIV. CODE art. 2716: "The repairs, which must be made at the ex-
pense of the tenant, are those which, during the lease, it becomes necessary to make:
[Vol. XXIX
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pairs the tenant is required to make himself. There is no recovery
for injuries caused by these defects whether the injury is to the
lessee or to members of his family.40 If the defect is within the
scope of Article 2716 it is immaterial that the tenant was igno-
rant of the defect, for recovery of an injured tenant is still
precluded.41
A lessor-owner may also escape liability to his tenant or third
person because the plaintiff used the premises in a manner not
contemplated by the parties. For instance, the lessee or a mem-
ber of his family may not use a balcony rail to raise and lower
furniture; nor must the lessor-owner provide screens strong
enough to prevent the fall of an infant. In such cases the tenant
is barred from recovery by his own misconduct.
Similarly, contributory negligence on the part of a plaintiff
bars recovery. If the defect is obvious and the danger of mishap
is or should be in the plaintiff's mind recovery is barred.
42
It seems clear that the doctrine of contributory negligence
presupposes negligence on the defendant's part for its applica-
tion. If a defendant is under the duty of absolute liability he
could not defend on the ground of contributory negligence since
there is no negligence on defendant's part to which the plaintiff
could contribute. Use of both theories is a contradiction of terms.
Therefore, it would seem that in truth the defendant's liability
to persons injured on his leased premises is not absolute but de-
pends upon negligence.
Similarly, another doctrine has been adopted by Louisiana
courts which is inconsistent with a theory of absolute liability
for lessor-owners. In Mills v. Heidingsfield,43 the court made a
division of persons on leased premises into categories of invitee
and licensee with a different duty owed to each by the lessor-
owner. Where absolute liability is imposed upon the defendant
"To the hearth, to the back of chimneys and chimney casing.
"To the plastering of the lower part of interior walls.
"To the pavement of rooms, when it is but partially broken, but not when it
is in a state of decay.
"For replacing window glass, when broken accidentally ,but not when broken
either in whole or in their greatest part by a hail storm or by any other inevitable
accident.
"To windows, shutters, partitions, shop windows, locks and hinges, and every-
thing of that kind, according to the custom of the place."
40. Lowe v. Home Owners' Loan Corp., 199 La. 672, 6 So.2d 726 (1942)
Harris v. Tennis, 149 La. 295, 88 So. 912 (1921) ; Tesoro v. Abate, 173 So. 196
(La. App. Orl. Cir. 1937).
41. Moore v. Aughey, 142 La. 1042, 78 So. 110 (1918).
42. Prudhomme v. Berry, 69 So.2d 620 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1953).
43. 192 So. 786 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1939).
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there is no sliding scale of duty according to the identity of the
person injured. Thus, where the court finds that the plaintiff
was a licensee the defendant lessor-owner need only refrain from
willfully injuring the plaintiff. 44 Further, it appears that lack of
knowledge of a latent defect is a defense for a lessor-owner, if it
is found that the plaintiff was a mere licensee. It should be re-
membered that it is well settled that lack of knowledge of even a
latent defect is no defense to the lessor-owner if the plaintiff is
lawfully on the premises.4 5 An application of the licensee-invitee
rule is found in Maletesta v. Lowry46 wherein a salesman was in-
jured by a fall on rotten steps. The court held:
"We hold plaintiff. . . was a licensee and not an invitee and
was bound to take the premises as he found them, and there
was no dereliction of duty on the part of defendant in that
he neither injured plaintiff willfully or wantonly nor was he
guilty of active negligence having no knowledge or notice of
the latent defects existing in the property. '47
If liability of the lessor-owner for structural defects in leased
premises is in fact absolute, it would seem that the identity of
the injured plaintiff would be immaterial.
By application of the limitations on the lessor-owner's liabil-
ity discussed above - ruin, actionable defect, unreasonable use
of the premises, contributory negligence, Article 2716, licensee-
invitee rule - it appears that Louisiana courts have not imposed
absolute liability upon lessor-owners for injuries to third persons
caused by structural defects. It is recognized by courts that there
must be some means by which cases may be particularized and
liability cannot be imposed indiscriminately on a lessor-owner in
every case. Thus particularization has been accomplished by
means of interpretations of various code articles and inclusion
of a few negligence concepts.
Further evidence that a lessor-owner is not absolutely liable
for structural defects is seen in the distinction maintained be-
tween a lessee and third persons. At one time Louisiana courts
apparently felt no particularization was necessary for it was
held that a third person lawfully on the premises stood in the
shoes of the lessee. Liability of the lease articles was imposed
44. Malatesta v. Lowery, 130 So.2d 785 (La. App. 4th Cir. 1961).
45. Dunn v. Tedesco, 235 La. 679, 105 So.2d 264 (1958) ; Gaida v. Hour-
gettes, 67 So.2d 737 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1952) ; Davis v. Hochfelder, 153 La. 183,
95 So. 598 (1923).
46. 130 So.2d 785 (La. App. 4th Cir. 1961).
47. Id. at 787.
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upon the lessor-owner apparently because the lease contemplated
that third persons would come onto the premises. In Crawford v.
Magnolia4 8 the Court of Appeal for the First Circuit held that
the right of recovery of a plaintiff wife who was not the lessee
was under Article 2695 because:
"The husband owes to the wife and his family the duty of
providing them with a home, and ... he contracts not only
for himself, but also for his wife and his family. The wife and
members of his family have an interest in the contract of
lease in the form ... of a quasi contract and a stipulation
pour autri.4 9
It appears, however, that the courts now hold that Article
2695 operates only in favor of the lessee °o On the other hand, a
series of cases have allowed third persons to recover for injuries
caused by defects in the premises which did not fall within the
meaning of ruin in Article 2322.
As illustrated in Frank v. Suthan,5 1 ruin has been construed
to mean the decayed or dilapidated condition of a building. More-
over, in Guidry v. Hamlin,52 defects in the design of the building
were held to be without the scope of ruin. Yet in Davis v. Hoch-
felder,8 the court allowed a recovery to a third person injured
by the absence of a vent for a hot water heater on leased prem-
ises. The defendant lessor-owner did not raise the issue whether
the defect was without the meaning of ruin. The court held:
"That the wife of the lessee may recover damages against the
lessor for personal injuries received by her through violation
of the lessor's primary obligation to keep his building safe is
well settled in our jurisprudence." (Emphasis added.)5 4
The court explained the holding of the Davis case in Lasoyone
v. Zenoria Lumber Co. 5 5 There the defect was a nail which pro-
truded from the apartment wall. The defendant lessor-owner
contended that the nail was not within the meaning of "ruin."
The court held for the plaintiff, citing the Davis case:
48. 4 So.2d 48 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1941).
49. Id. at 50.
50. Girouard v. Agate, 44 So.2d 388 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1950) ; Graff v. Mar-
melzadt, 194 So. 62 (La. App. Orl. Cir. 1940) ; Duplain v. Wiltz, 194 So. 60 (La.
App. Orl. Cir. 1940) ; Teroso v. Abate, 173 So. 196 (La. App. Orl. Cir. 1937).
51. 159 F. 174 (D.C. La. 1908).
52. 188 So. 662 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1939).
53. 153 La. 183, 95 So. 598 (1923).
54. Id. at 184, 95 So. at 599.
55. 163 La. 185, 111 So. 670 (1927).
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"The defect complained of was neither the result of the ruin
of the building nor of a vice in original construction; never-
theless the court (in Davis) permitted the recovery under
Civil Code, Article 2322, because of the violation on the part
of the lessor of his primary obligation to keep his building
safe." (Emphasis added.)56
It seems clear that the court did not hold the protruding nail
to be within the meaning of ruin. Rather, the court held that the
issue need not be decided. Either the court felt that the duty im-
posed under the lease articles is part and parcel of Article 2322
or that Article 2322 operates as a conduit which carries the duty
of the lessor-owner under the lease article to third persons. In
either case, it would appear that for all practical purposes a third
person stands in the shoes of the lessee in regard to the duty
owed by the lessor-owner.
LIABILITY OF AN OWNER
Green v. Southern Furniture Co. 5 7 suggested that the duty of
an owner and a lessor-owner may be the same; however, the issue
was expressly left undecided by the court. The defect which
caused injury to plaintiffs who were passersby was a canopy
which fell because of an accumulation of rain water on its roof.
The water accumulated because the downspout was of inadequate
size or because it was clogged. The principal cause of the canopy's
collapse was that an iron railing which supported the canopy
pulled loose from the rotted piece of lumber to which the railing
was attached. The court held that the owner-lessor of the build-
ing was liable to the plaintiffs apparently on the basis of an
owner's liability under Article 2322 and 670. The court stated
that under Louisiana civil law "the owner-lessor is held to strict
liability, or liability without fault, for personal injuries sus-
tained by others through the defective condition of the leased
premises."' 8 The court, raising the question whether liability of
a lessor was coextensive with that of an owner, stated that the
issue need not be decided where the lessor's liability "can be
predicated upon its legal liability as owner of the leased prem-
ises."59 (Emphasis added.) It appears that if there is strict li-
ability of the owner of a building it stems solely from Articles
2322 and 670. It is well to note that the defect causing injury was
56. Id. at 187, 111 So. at 672.
57. 94 So.2d 508 (La. App. 1st Cir. 1957).
58. Id. at 510.
59. Green v. Southern Furniture Co., 94 So.2d 508, 511 (La. App. 1st Cir.
1957).
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due to the rotten condition of the building; therefore, an infer-
ence of negligence on the part of the owner was proper since
there is no doubt that the rotten condition existed for some time
before the accident. The court found that the defect could not have
been discovered by inspection and that neither the owner-lessor
nor the lessee had knowledge of the condition. However, it ap-
peared that the canopy had been constructed in 1916, some nine-
teen years before it collapsed on the plaintiffs in 1935. Under
these facts, it is submitted that a common law court could find
that failure to carefully test and inspect the canopy was negli-
gence.
In Murphey v. Fid. & Cas. Co. of New York, 0 "ruin" of Arti-
cle 2322 was broadened to include defects of an electrical wiring
system in a commercial building. The court held that subsequent
neglect to repair such defect imposed liability on the owners of
the buildings involved for the death of an air-conditioning re-
pairman who was working on a unit adjacent to the exposed elec-
trical wiring. The defendants were not lessor-owners; therefore,
it appears that liability was predicated solely upon their status
as owners. The court defined "ruin"broadly:
"Ruin as used in LSA-C.C. Article 2322 is applicable to de-
fects in the parts or appurtenances to a building, charging the
owner with responsibility for the damage occasioned there-
by."l
The court relied on the Davis62 and Lasoyone63 cases as au-
thority for its definition of ruin. In those cases the court ex-
pressly stated that recovery for the defects not caused by decay
was based on the obligation of a lessor to keep his building safe.
In neither case was there a broadening of the definition of ruin
to include defects not due to decay. It appears, therefore, that
liability under lease articles is imposed upon an owner by re-
definition of ruin in Article 2322. The language of the Green
case, that an owner is strictly liable because of the defective con-
dition of his premises, is construed with the broad definition of
ruin to include any defect in a building. It appears that liability
of an owner of a building is synonymous with that of a lessor.
Where defects in a building are due to decay or dilapidation
there has in fact been little, if any, difference in result, whether
60. 138 So.2d 132 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1962).
61. Id. at 137.
62. Davis v. Hochfelder, 153 La. 183, 95 So. 598 (1923).
63. Lasoyone v. Zenoria Lumber Co., 163 La. 185, 111 So. 670 (1927).
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the defendant was an owner or a lessor-owner. Against either
defendant the third person need only show the existence of the
decayed condition and that it caused his injury to make out a
prima facie case.6 4 Where the defendant was a lessor-owner, a
prima facie case is made out by a third person even if the struc-
tural defect was not caused by decay on the basis of the lease ar-
ticles. In neither case is it necessary for the third person to prove
that the defendant had knowledge or should have had knowledge
of the defect. But where the defendant is an owner, and not a
lessor, it appears that the defects which are not due to decay do
not give rise to an inference of negligence. Consequently, the
plaintiff must prove his case just as any tort case must be
proved.65 More specifically, the plaintiff must show that the de-
fendant owner had knowledge or should have had knowledge of
the defect. In Riche v. Thompson,6 6 as he passed the defendant
owner's store a school boy dislodged a sign hanging over the
sidewalk. The court held that the owner of a building is not an
insurer against injury of all who might pass or enter and is re-
quired only to exercise ordinary and reasonable care for their
protection. Plaintiff was held bound to prove negligence on the
part of the defendant and proof that the sign fell and caused in-
jury did not make out a prima facie case. The court held that the
manner in which the sign was hung was the "remote cause" of
the accident and denied recovery.
Unless the distinction between defects caused by decay and
those which arise from some other cause is maintained, Louisi-
ana courts are faced with the conclusion that Article 2322 pro-
vides different standards of care according to whether the plain-
tiff is injured outside or inside the building and according to
whether the defendant is a lessor-owner or simply an owner.
In Southern Farm Bureau Cas. Ins. Co. v. McKenzie, 6 7 which
was expressly overruled by the Murphey case, the court recog-
nized that a different standard of care obtained where the de-
fendant was a lessor-owner by virtue of confusion of liability
ex contractu under the lease articles with negligence liability of
Article 2322. The facts of McKenzie are remarkably similar to
the Murphey case. A sheet metal worker who was installing ducts
for an air-conditioning system in the attic of a home was electro-
64. Hanover v. Brady, 148 So. 267 (La. App. Orl. Cir. 1933).
65. Golden v. Katz, 11 So.2d 412 (La. App. Orl. Cir. 1943) ; Riche v. Thomp-
son, 6 So.2d 566 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1942) ; Fenasci v. S. H. Kress & Co., 17 La.
App. 170, 134 So. 779 (Orl. Cir. 1931).
66. 6 So.2d 566 (La. App. 2d Cir. 1942).
67. 252 F.2d 195 (5th Cir. 1958).
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cuted by an exposed splice in electrical wiring. The court held
that a defect in electrical wiring was not within the meaning of
ruin because ruin was defined to mean a fall or collapse. The
court in the McKenzie case distinguished the Davis case,68 the
Lasoyone case, 69 and like lessor-owner cases,7 0 on the ground
that the courts there dealt only with the liability of a lessor-
owner, not a homeowner. Article 2315 was then applied and the
court held that the owner was not negligent because he had no
knowledge of the defective wiring. Implied in this holding was
the notion that the homeowner was under no duty to make an
inspection of his premises to discover dangerous conditions. It is
submitted that recovery on the facts of the case would in many
cases be allowed in common law jurisdictions. Even a social guest
of a homeowner is owed the duty of reasonable inspection and
disclosure of dangerous conditions he would be'unlikely to dis-
cover himself. The decedent in the McKenzie case can be classed
as a business guest to whom is owed the affirmative duty of
ordinary care.
CONCLUSION
The language of the Green case that an owner is absolutely
liable for structural defects of his building together with the
holding of the Murphey case that ruin of Article 2322 means any
defect of a building appears to impose a broad rule of absolute
liability on the owners of buildings coextensive with that of
lessors. It is submitted that such rule will lead only to further
complications in the area of liability of owners and lessor-owners
to third persons. Assuming for the moment that such a result
can be supported by the jurisprudence, it should be clear that
the rule provides no basis for the particularization of each case.
"Actionable defect," contributory negligence and other devices
which unnecessarily complicate the law will not be used in deal-
ing with the liability of an owner. Further, emphasis on the defi-
nition of a word in a code article and application of conflicting
rules obscures the balancing of interests of the parties necessary
for correct decision of widely varying factual situations. It seems
clear that more precise analysis could be achieved by application
of negligence theory of Article 2315.71
68. Davis v. Hochfelder, 153 La. 183, 95 So. 598 (1923).
69. Lasoyone v. Zenoria Lumber Co., 163 La. 185, 111 So. 670 (1927).
70. Dunn v. Tedesco, 235 La. 679, 105 So.2d 913 (1957) ; Gaida v. Hour-
gettes, 67 So.2d 737 (La. App. Orl. Cir. 1954).
71. LA. CrV. CODE art. 2315: "Every act whatever of man that causes damage
to another obliges him by whose fault it happened to repair it. .... "
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